REMARKS 

Applicants gratefully acknowledge the withdrawal of the finality of the previous 
Office Action and that our submission filed on August 15, 2007 has been entered, 
pursuant to our Request for Continued Examination. 

Claims 1 , 3-24 and 26-28 are now pending in the application, of which Claims 14- 
18 have been withdrawn from consideration. Claims 1, 3-13, 19-24, and 26-28 stand 
rejected. Claims 9, 11, 12 and 20 have been cancelled, and Claims 1, 8, and 19 have 
been amended. Support for the amendments can be found throughout the application, 
drawings and claims as originally filed and, as such, no new matter has been presented. 
The Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw the rejections in view 
of the amendments and remarks contained herein. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 1, 3-13, 19-24, and 26-28 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable Applicants' disclosure of the prior art in view of Stahara et al. (U.S. 
Pat. No. 5,273,246). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

In an obviousness inquiry, the Office must determine "if the differences between 
the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains." 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a). The test for obviousness may best be stated as "whether a person of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the prior art to achieve the 
claimed invention and whether there would have been a reasonable expectation of 
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success in doing so." DvStar Textilfarben GmbH & Co. v. C.H. Patrick Co. , 464 F.3d 
1356, 80 U.S.P.Q.2d 1641, 1645 (C.A.F.C. 2006) citing Brown & Williamson Tobacco 
Corp. v. Philip Morris, Inc. , 229 F.3d 1120, 1124, 56 U.S.P.Q.2d 1456 (Fed. Cir. 2000). 

Applicant acknowledges Stahara teaches fixing a flanged bracket to a sheet 
metal by welding. Stahara does not, however, teach a bracket formed of sheet metal 
having a second thickness greater than the first thickness, said bracket having a flange 
having a depth which is equal to or greater than the first thickness plus the second 
thickness of the metal base and is less than 5 times the first thickness, as claimed in the 
instant application. Applicants submit that a person of ordinary skill in the art would not 
have been motivated to use the prior art to achieve the claimed invention and further 
there would not have been a reasonable expectation of success in doing so. 

In Graham v. John Deere Co. , 383 U.S. 1, 17, 148 U.S. 459 (1966), the Supreme 
Court offered factors to aid in determining obviousness. The factual inquires set forth in 
Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 U.S.P.Q. 459 (1966), that are applied for 
establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) are 
summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining scope and content of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the difference between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or non-obviousness (such as secondary consideration). 

Applicant submits that while the Office has conducted an extensive prior art 

search of the five Office actions none of the references disclose the welding of a bracket 

to very thin sheet metal structures. Applicant further respectfully submits the that 
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references cited do not overcome the burn-though problems of the cited prior art in as 
much as the references cited do not foresee the problems which have been overcome. 

Regarding these unexpected results, the Examiner's attention is respectfully 
directed to the attached Declaration Under 37 C.F.R. 1.132. In his declaration, Dr. 
Ramasamy explains the benefits provided by the claimed flange to structure 
construction. In this regard, Dr. Ramasamy explains that a bracket end welded to sheet 
metal having a thickness of less than 1.2 mm will suffer from burn-through. He further 
cites the benefit of overcoming this failure mode as an unexpected result. Additionally, 
acceptable welds are produced over a much greater current range and over an 
increased range of weld times. Dr. Ramasamy states that the cited reference does not 
obviously teach that the flange structures or that the cited references will inherently 
teach a flanged structure with the unexpected results discussed above. As such, 
applicant traverses the characterization that the references inherently teach these 
limitations. 

Applicants submit that, as cited by the Supreme Court in KSR, that if the actual 
application of the technique would have been beyond the skill of one of ordinary skill in 
the art, then using the technique would not have been obvious. Applicant submits that 
the claimed technique of the application would have been beyond the skill of one of 
ordinary skill in the art. 
Conclusion 

It is believed that all of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly 
traversed, accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicants therefore respectfully request 
that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw all presently outstanding rejections. It is 
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believed that a full and complete response has been made to the outstanding Office 
Action and the present application is in condition for allowance. Thus, prompt and 
favorable consideration of this amendment is respectfully requested. If the Examiner 
believes that personal communication will expedite prosecution of this application, the 
Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at (248) 641-1600. 



Harness, Dickey & Pierce, P.L.C. 
P.O. Box 828 

Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48303 
(248) 641-1600 

CAE/smb 



Respectfully submitted, 





Christopher A. Eusebi, Reg. No. 44,672 
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